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FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE

SENATE
A further message from the Senate

by Mr. Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
with amendments in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested, a bill
of the House of the following title:

H.R. 4. An act to restore the American
family, reduce illegitimacy, control welfare
spending and reduce welfare dependence.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 4) ‘‘An Act to restore the
American family, reduce illegitimacy,
control welfare spending and reduce
welfare dependence’’ and requests a
conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on.
f

RADICAL LEGISLATIVE CHANGES
ON HORIZON

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BUNN of Oregon). Under the Speaker’s
announced policy of May 12, 1995, the
gentleman from New York [Mr. OWENS]
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to associate myself with the re-
marks of some colleagues of mine who
were here earlier speaking about the
Medicare cuts and the Medicaid cuts.
Nothing is more important now on the
legislative agenda than the rape of
Medicare and Medicaid.

Many people have focused on Medi-
care and do not even know that Medic-
aid is being cut even more drastically
than Medicare. Medicaid is being cut
by $180 billion over a 7-year period. But
it is a smaller program and the per-
centage of the cut is much greater.

Of even greater significance than
that is the fact that there are propos-
als on the table to eliminate the enti-
tlement for Medicaid. Medicaid at
present offers a means-tested entitle-
ment. That is, if you can prove that
you are poor and needy, then you qual-
ify for Medicaid if you are in the cat-
egory which on the basis of this means-
testing process makes you eligible.

This means-tested entitlement, as we
call it, is now on the chopping block. It
is being proposed that it be eliminated.

We have a precedent that has been
set in the last few days. We have wit-
nessed the Senate follow the pattern of
the House and eliminate the entitle-
ment for AFDC, Aid to Families with
Dependent Children. That is welfare
mothers in popular terms.

Welfare mothers, welfare families,
welfare children, under the law that
has existed since the Social Security
laws were enacted, under the New Deal,
under Franklin Roosevelt, have had an
entitlement. That is, if you can prove
that you are really in need and you are
poor and you qualify under the means-
testing, then you are eligible for the
benefits of the Aid to Families with
Dependent Children.

That is gone now. It is only a matter
of the President signing it into law.

The Senate has passed a bill which re-
moves the entitlement. The House had
already removed it before. It is a bar-
baric act.

I have used the word ‘‘barbaric’’ be-
fore. I have defined barbarians as those
who have no compassion. Many barbar-
ians have a great deal of education but
they have no compassion.

When I use the word ‘‘barbarian,’’ I
do not refer to religion. I do not care
which religion or which denomination
they belong to. If they have no compas-
sion for anyone except their own kind
and kin, then they are barbarians.
They are incapable of having compas-
sion.

Barbarians are a threat to society,
especially when barbarians have power.
When barbarians are able to make deci-
sions and they do not have any com-
passion, they are a threat to any soci-
ety. They are a threat to America, be-
cause they are making these horren-
dous cuts and taking away entitle-
ments like the entitlement of a needy
child to help from their Government.

They are threatening to take away
the entitlement from Medicaid, the en-
titlement of a person who is sick or
families who are in need of medical at-
tention and are unable to pay for that
medical attention themselves. They
are going to take it away.

They are going to leave the elderly
out on the hillside to die, in symbolic
terms, because when you cut Medicaid
and you take away the Medicaid enti-
tlement, what you are doing is cutting
nursing home care, because two-thirds
of Medicaid goes to nursing home care
and care for people with disabilities.
Two-thirds. One-third is for families
who are poor, but two-thirds goes for
nursing home care for the elderly and
for people with disabilities. So you are
going to take away the nursing home
care from the elderly people when you
remove that entitlement.

The Federal Government is going to
get out of the responsibility of promot-
ing the general welfare in that respect
and leave it all up to the States who
would not do it before. Before we had
Medicaid, they would not do it. Before
we had Medicare, the States would not
do it. So there is no reason to believe
the States are going to take up that
burden once the Federal Government
gives them that responsibility and
slowly the amount of money made
available by the Federal Government is
decreased.

I want to loan any support and cer-
tainly associate myself with the re-
marks of my colleagues who spoke ear-
lier about this problem of Medicare and
Medicaid being number one on our
agenda. Everybody has to be concerned
about it. It is a snapshot of our civili-
zation.

Where are we in America right now?
If the American people sit still and
allow this to happen, where are we? If
we allow coverage for health care to in-
stead of going forward to become uni-
versal coverage as we were discussing
just a year ago, just a year ago we had

plans on the table to move forward uni-
versal health care coverage, where
eventually 95 percent, at least, of all
the people in America would be covered
with some kind of health care plan.
Now instead of moving forward, we are
going to take away the coverage which
is already guaranteed to people who
are eligible for Medicaid and move
backwards.

There will be many fewer Americans
who are covered with any kind of
health care plan after this Medicaid en-
titlement is removed. That is a great
step backwards, and the American peo-
ple must focus in and take a close look
at who are we, what are we, where are
we?

Are we so desperate that we have to
act as barbarians? Are we so desperate
that we have to sit by as the voters and
the citizens and approve of such bar-
baric acts? Are we going to swallow the
arguments that we are on the verge of
bankruptcy and there is no other way
to get out of this threat of bankruptcy
except to do mean and extreme things
to each other, to the least among us,
those who are unable to help them-
selves?

Please try to stay with it, because
the pace of change over the next 3 or 4
weeks will be quite rapid. Next week
we will have a week off, but the pace
goes forward even though the Congress
will not be in session, because the ne-
gotiations now on the appropriations
bills, the negotiations and the details
of the health care plans and Medicaid,
the welfare reform, a number of things
are happening, and they will go for-
ward even while Congress is not in ses-
sion next week.

But once we return, then all other
things will have to be wrapped up in a
matter of a few weeks and the pace will
be mind-boggling. There will be radical
legislation changes. We are not just
finishing up the first half of the 104th
Congress.

The agenda for the 104th Congress re-
quires, because of the way the leaders
have structured it, that we pass radical
legislative changes before this half of
the session ends. That means that in
the next 3 or 4 weeks, you are going to
have to follow very closely while some
very mean and extreme changes are
made rapidly. Under the cover of the
rapidity, the swiftness with which
things are done, much will be lost un-
less we follow very closely.

We did pass a continuing resolution
today. A continuing resolution, I have
explained before, is a resolution nec-
essary to keep the Government going
when the appropriations bills have not
been passed to cover programs and ac-
tivities of the Government. Most of the
appropriations bills have not been
passed by both the House and the Sen-
ate.

I would like to applaud our leaders in
the House, our leaders in the Senate
and our leaders at the White House for
not indulging in melodrama. We did
not have any melodramatic showdown
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at this point. Because to have any at-
tempt to stop the Government or even
pretend to stop the Government at this
point would be ridiculous.

There is so much to be done, there
are so many appropriations bills that
have not been passed by the Senate.
There is so much, it would be ridicu-
lous to pretend that we could stay here
over the weekend or work out some
kind of solution in such a short period
of time. There will be still a problem
later on. We have expanded it until No-
vember 13, I think, and the continuing
resolution ends on November 13.

The train wreck that has been talked
about, the train wreck that is coming
will definitely occur at that time, I as-
sure you. There will be a clash between
the President and the Republican-con-
trolled Congress, because the President
says he will not accept certain bills. He
has made it quite clear. On some he
says he may not accept them, but on
one or two he has said he will not ac-
cept certain appropriations bills.

One of them is the human services,
education and job training appropria-
tion bill. If it comes out of the Senate
and comes out of the conference proc-
ess and looks the way the bill looks in
the House, with $4 billion in education
cuts and $5 billion in job training and
human services cuts, then the Presi-
dent has made it quite clear he will not
sign the bill, he will veto it.

Probably he will veto a Medicare bill
which is as outrageous as those that
are being proposed. I hope the Presi-
dent will shortly, in the next few days,
make a clear statement that he will
veto any bill which ends the entitle-
ment for Medicaid.

We have lost the entitlement for Aid
to Families with Dependent Children.
We have lost the entitlement for people
who are poor and are in need of assist-
ance. It is lost. Overwhelmingly the
Democrats joined the Republicans to
vote for it in the Senate. They can
never override in Presidential veto.
The power of the actions of the Senate
has come back to influence the people
in the House. It is a lost cause.

The House stood up firmly, Demo-
crats in the House stood firmly on the
principle of entitlement. I congratulate
my Democratic colleagues, the con-
servatives, the liberals. Everybody got
together on the bill that we offered as
a substitute.

We offered a substitute bill which
would have provided job training,
would have provided a longer time for
people to be educated and get job train-
ing. It would have provided some kind
of program to help create jobs. In addi-
tion to that, most important, the bill
that was offered by the Democrats on
the floor of the House at the time of
the welfare reform bill consideration
kept the Federal entitlement. The Fed-
eral Government stands behind individ-
uals who are in need. The Federal Gov-
ernment stands behind individuals who
are in need when a hurricane happens.
We take it for granted. It is not writ-
ten in the legislation that automati-

cally you will get Federal aid; it is
going to be there no matter how rich
you are. If your house is blown down by
the winds, no matter how many times
you build your house in a place where
the winds are likely to blow it down,
when they come again, you will get
Federal help. When floods occur, no
matter how close you build your home
to the river, no matter how many
times you keep building your home
close to the river, no matter how well-
off you are, when floods occur, you are
going to continue to get help from the
Federal Government. Earthquakes, $7
billion, $8 billion for the California
earthquake. You can expect, regardless
of the state of a person’s income, ev-
erybody who is affected by the earth-
quake will get some help from the Gov-
ernment.

That is a civilized government. That
is a government designed to promote
the general welfare. That is the way it
should be. But it should also be that
way for people who have economic dif-
ficulties and need help.

Oh, yes, there are abuses in the wel-
fare program. There are abuses in the
earthquake relief program. Have you
heard? There are abuses in the flood re-
lief program. There are abuses in pro-
grams that relieve hurricanes and tor-
nados. Wherever human beings exist,
they promulgate abuses of programs.
Some people take advantage of the sit-
uation. There are going to be abuses.

I am going to talk in a few minutes
about two sets of abuses, abuses that
are in the welfare reform program that
enrage so many citizens and abuses
that took place in the savings-and-
loans program, which seem to be for-
gotten already although they cost
more than $250 billion. That is a most
conservative estimate. I will make a
comparison in a few minutes.

Before I do that, I just want to end
my alert on Medicare and Medicaid.
American people, please, keep your
eyes on Medicaid and the Medicaid en-
titlement. Do not let the Medicaid en-
titlement be wiped away. We can only
mourn now for the entitlement for poor
people, public assistance, and only
mourn now for the entitlement for
children, dependent children. We can
only mourn because it is almost all
over. The agreement has been reached.
There is very little we can do politi-
cally to roll back the clock and to
gather the forces necessary to main-
tain an entitlement that was instituted
by the Social Security Act under
Franklin Roosevelt. We cannot bring it
back.

But we can stop the escalation of the
barbarity. We can stop the barbarians
from taking away the Medicaid entitle-
ment. We can act. Let your Congress-
man know. Let your Senators know.
Let everybody know you do not want
to move further away from universal
health care. The thing that brings us
closest to health care for poor people is
the Medicaid Program. You do not
want to take health care away from
seniors who, after they exhaust their

income, they exhaust whatever assets
they have, go from Medicare to Medic-
aid. You do not want to do that. Too
many of our senior citizens would be
left on the hillside to die, in symbolic
terms.

Let us move for a minute to take a
look at the fact that Americans are
outraged by abuses in welfare and the
welfare reform has certainly been in re-
sponse to some ridiculous kinds of
things that have occurred. I would
criticize the social work profession. I
would criticize the public policy plan-
ners for allowing a lot of little things
that could have been corrected to
mushroom. But I assure you that wel-
fare, as a system, is far more honest,
the system for providing public subsidy
to children who are dependent is far
better run and far more honest than
most Federal programs that exist
today. Let me repeat that: There are
abuses in any program that has ever
been conceived by the Federal Govern-
ment, State government, or local Gov-
ernment, and any government, any
programs that have been conceived of
by any government anywhere in the
world. The human mind is such that
there are people who can move in and
begin to find places to take advantage
of the system. The abuses are inevi-
table because of the fact that human
beings are so intelligent and some of
them who are very intelligent are not
at all honest. There is always the guy
who is looking, the hustler who is look-
ing for a way to take advantage of the
system.

So welfare has had its abuses. The
abuses, again, are minuscule compared
to the abuses that we have seen in
some other programs.

Let me just stop for a moment and
read a couple of clippings to you. Let
me just stop for a moment and take ad-
vantage of some recent developments
which you might have missed. You
might have missed the fact that in the
New York Times, on September 25, and
many other papers in the last few days,
there has been a big discussion of the
fact that the CIA had more than $1.5
billion. I know these numbers lose you.
You know, you think in millions, and
hundreds of millions, but when you get
to billions, people just cannot under-
stand a billion dollars and what you
can do with that. You know, a billion
dollars, I assure you, would pay for a
lot of nursing home time for hundreds
of thousands of people. A billion dollars
would cover a lot of food for a lot of
school lunch programs. A billion dol-
lars is a lot of money.

The school program, lunch program,
was cut by about $2 billion over a pe-
riod of 7 years. We could give back that
$2 billion and say:

School lunch program, you don’t have to
worry about searching out the immigrant
children. You don’t have to worry about
driving out the immigrants, legal immigrant
children, by the way. You do not have to
worry about looking for the illegal ones. You
do now have to deal with these draconian
cuts that are going to be squeezed as you
move the program down to the State level
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and cut back on the amount of funds, be-
cause you have a $1.5 billion windfall here in
the CIA.

The CIA has secreted. They have so
much money and there are so many
abuses, and the administration is so
loose and so lax until $1.5 billion was
secreted away in a slush fund without
the Members of Congress being in-
formed. The heads of the agency, the
agency heads, the people in charge said
that they did not know about it. The
President, the White House, they did
not know about it; $1.5 billion. Put
that down. You know, that is an esti-
mate of the New York Times. It is se-
cret, of course. It probably was more,
but it is a secret figure. The conserv-
ative estimate is $1.5 billion.

Mr. Speaker, what I am trying to do
is demonstrate that there are wide-
spread and very costly abuses through-
out the Government. There are many
at the city level and State level which
never get the visibility that Federal
programs get. But occasionally there
are some secret programs in the Fed-
eral Government, like the CIA slush
fund that I am talking about.

They discovered $1.5 billion in a slush
fund that nobody knew about except, I
guess, the people who keep the money.
I mean, how can they not know? How
did it not show up on the books? What
welfare recipient could ever get away
with a few hundred dollars not showing
up in the system? Here we have $1.5 bil-
lion.

What is going to be done as a result
of finding that there were people who
were keeping $1.5 billion or more out of
the reach of their supervisors and out
of the reach of Congress and the Presi-
dent? What is being done? Excuses are
being made. All kinds of excuses are
being made.

Now, this is in an agency which has
been guilty before, ladies and gentle-
men. This is the spy satellite agency.
You know, in popular terms, this is the
Nation’s spy satellite agency. It is the
National Reconnaissance Office. The
National Reconnaissance Office was
cited, you know, not too many months
ago for having a building under con-
struction which cost $317 million, more
than $3 million. This was a building
under construction for more than, and
I have it here, $347 million last year.
Last year, Senators said they were sur-
prised to find the agency had built a
new headquarters in northern Virginia
near Dulles International Airport. The
Senators of the United States were sur-
prised that a whole building had been
built, a new headquarters in northern
Virginia near Dulles International Air-
port. You cannot hide a building, and
you certainly cannot hide a building
next to the airport, I guess, unless you
are the CIA. But the Senators were sur-
prised to find that $347 million had
been used to build a building.

But $347 million had been concealed
in accounts that did not appear to be
for construction. The agency said it
has been negligent. ‘‘Oh, we are sorry,
Mr. Senator, we are sorry, Mr. Rep-

resentative, but we have been a little
negligent. We had this $347 million, and
we built a building, and you did not see
it.’’

Now the same agency is discovered to
have an additional hidden amount of
$1.5 billion or more, and they are say-
ing the same thing. ‘‘We are sorry, you,
we are a little loose.’’ Excuses are
being made because these are white
middle-class males. Excuses are being
made. They can be sloppy. They can
waste your money. They are not wel-
fare children. They are not welfare
mothers, who most people think are
black or Latino, although the statis-
tics will show that there are more
whites on welfare.

The racism that creeps into the out-
rage about welfare will not here, be-
cause, after all, these are educated peo-
ple, very well educated. If you can hide
the building of a building next to an
airport, you are a genius. It takes a
whole set of geniuses to build a build-
ing next to an airport and, you know,
Dulles is here in the Capital. It is in
the Washington area, and the Senators
not see it, not know about it, the Rep-
resentatives not know about it, the
White House not know about it. These
are geniuses who have misspent $1.5
billion or more. They are geniuses, but
barbarians in the sense that they have
no qualms, no conscience, to say,
‘‘Look, we did not use this money, you
can have it back, and you can use it to
cover some Medicaid costs in the nurs-
ing homes or you can use it to cover
some food stamp costs, you can use it
to cover some earthquake victims’
costs, some flood victim costs.’’

No. They have kept the money and,
fortunately, something happened that
it was discovered. This is the same
agency that so mismanaged and blun-
dered so much that they had a man
named Aldrich Ames in there for years
in charge of the spy operation in East-
ern Europe and Russia, and he was a
spy for Russia, for the Soviet Union.
Aldrich Ames is his name.

Aldrich Ames grew up in the CIA cul-
ture. His father was in the CIA before
him. Aldrich Ames was an alcoholic.
Aldrich Ames was a guy who took his
girlfriend to the safe houses of the CIA
against regulations. Regulations, you
know, we have got family values in the
regulations, but he violated that. He
violated all of the operating principles
of the agency, and yet he was promoted
again and again, and he caused the
death of at least 10 people working for
the CIA, according to official count,
caused their deaths.

My point is, I do not want to dwell
too much on this, my point is here is a
blundering, deadly agency of the Fed-
eral Government, and all they get are
raps on the knuckles. This a very poi-
sonous agency that causes life and
death in large numbers. This is the
agency which labeled Jean-Bertrand
Aristide as a psychopath. This is the
agency which gave money to the group
in Haiti that was fighting against the
United States Government’s effort to

reach a peaceful solution in Haiti. This
is the CIA.

The CIA budget, we do not even know
what it is, but we can go on the floor
and propose to cut it, whatever it is,
We wanted to cut it by 10 percent. The
estimates by the New York Times and
those media groups that are able to get
good information, the estimate was
that it was a $28 billion operation, and
we looked forward to a 10-percent cut,
which would have produced $2.8 billion
that could have been put into edu-
cation, college Pell grants. You know,
we are cutting all over the place.

b 1945

You know we are cutting all over the
place. You have heard my colleagues
before on the other side of the aisle
talk about Government waste must go.
Well, let us not continue to cover up
where the real waste is. Let us not join
the barbarians. Let us cut, I say cut.

Ten percent of the CIA would have
produced at least $2.8 billion per year.
We want to cut it 10 percent for 5 years
so that you would cut the agency down
to about half the size, and this made
sense. But on the floor of the House we
have produced this bill three times,
and each time we get fewer votes from
the Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Do they want to streamline Govern-
ment? Do they want to cut waste? Do
we want to balance the budget by the
year 2002?

No. We want to terrorize the poor.
We want to go after the blacks. We
want to go after the Latinos. We want
to demonstrate that this Government
does not exist for certain people. We
want to throw certain groups over-
board and produce a situation where
only the elite can survive. Otherwise
why do we not go after an obviously
blundering dangerous agency and do to
it what we have done to the welfare
program? Radical reform; they need
radical reform.

The radical and extreme reform that
took place with respect to welfare was
not necessary. Reform was necessary.
In fact, Government should be in the
business of reform. We should always
be reforming. That is what Govern-
ment should do, trying to streamline
itself, trying to make better use of the
taxpayers’ money, trying to get great-
er value. That is what we should be all
about. But we are blind when it comes
to certain favored groups, certain fa-
vored operations.

You think that is an extreme situa-
tion? Let us take a look at the article
that appeared in the New York Times
on September 7 of this year, not too
long ago. It is about the old mining law
where the Secretary of the Interior,
Mr. Babbitt, is complaining about the
fact that he is powerless to stop some
other white males who are educated
and rich from taking advantage of the
system. Mr. Babbitt is upset. He says
his hands are tied by a century-old law
which forced him to approve reluc-
tantly the sale of 110 acres of Federal
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land in Idaho for $275. I did not make a
mistake, my colleagues, $275 for 110
acres of land.

Now I would say that $275 for 110
acres of land is a bargain almost any-
where, you know, even in a swamp.
Well, you might hope that 1 day you
are going to find something in the
swamp that is going to be useful. You
got nothing to lose if it only cost you
$275. But this land is estimated to con-
tain a billion, a billion dollars worth,
of minerals.

Let me repeat, $275 for 110 acres of
Federal land in Idaho. The land may
contain a billion dollars worth of min-
erals. I am quoting from the New York
Times, September 7, 1995. You can go
check it out with Mr. Babbitt, the De-
partment of the Interior.

The next paragraph goes on to ex-
plain the land was conveyed to
Faxcult, a Danish company, under an
1872 law that requires the Government
to sell Federal mining rights for as lit-
tle as $2.50 an acre. It is an 1872 law
that requires the Government to sell
Federal mining rights for as little as
$2.50 an acre. Do you hear? It was sold
to a Danish company, a foreign com-
pany.

Mr. Speaker, they are on the floor
bashing immigrants and talking about
how terrible it is that immigrants
come in and they take jobs and do hor-
rible things. Here we have given away
to a foreign country 110 acres of land
for $275, and the estimated mineral
yield of that land is a billion dollars.

Now you might say, ‘‘Well, it’s very
generous of us. There’s nothing bar-
baric about that.’’ You know, it is
Americans who are compassionate
enough to give to foreigners a great
gift. Foreigners are not their kind and
kin, so, if they are going to give to for-
eigners, the Danish owners, this kind
of bargain, this kind of gift, then that
shows that they are not barbaric.
These are very generous people. They
may be naive, but they are very gener-
ous, because, after all, they are giving
it away, and they will not gain any-
thing.

Well, life is a bit more complicated
than that. Economics is a bit more
complicated than that. Business is
more complicated than that. Probably
no American company thought they
could stand up and take the heat from
the American people of having gotten
away with that kind of deal. So they
have gotten a foreign company, but I
assure you the people that owned this
company are not all Danish. I assure
you that the conditions which led to
keeping this law would not be there
just to benefit a foreign company.

Congress has sought for years to
change the law according to the New
York Times again. Congress has sought
for years to change the law, but under
the strong pressure from the mining in-
dustry western lawmakers have repeat-
edly blocked the legislation. Support-
ers of the law maintain that it helps to
promote mining in the United States
and preserve jobs. To promote mining

in the United States and preserve jobs
you have to give away 110 acres at $2.75
an acre. Congress has sought for years
to change the law under strong pres-
sure, but under strong pressure from
the mining industry.

Who is the mining industry? You
know, I assure you it is not just this
little Danish company, not foreigners.
The mining industry has stockholders.
The mining industry has very powerful
people in very powerful places.

Western lawmakers have repeatedly
blocked the legislation.

Western lawmakers? Who are the
western lawmakers? They are not for-
eigners. We do not elect foreigners to
office, so western lawmakers, whoever
they may be, have blocked legislation
which is sought to correct this 1872
law. Probably made sense in 1872 that
everybody—you would have to be a fool
to believe it made any sense now. Any
child can tell you this does not make
any sense except if you want to rip off
the American people.

Land is owned by the American peo-
ple until it is conveyed to the mining
company, and they say it helps the
United States to promote mining in
the United States and preserve jobs. If
you charged more, you charged a thou-
sand dollars an acre, you cannot pro-
mote mining and preserve mining jobs?
You know, if it is a billion dollars that
is expected, a billion dollars worth of
minerals, you certainly could get a
higher price.

We are back to that old issue of tax-
ation and revenue. I proposed before
that we have a revenue commission,
you might recall, a revenue commis-
sion to look at ways to get revenue
more creatively instead of continuing
to tax families and individuals so heav-
ily. You know families and individuals
are heavily taxed; 44 percent of our tax
burden is borne by families and individ-
uals, and only 11 percent is borne by
corporations.

Now these are not the only sources of
revenue. There are other kinds of reve-
nue that help make up the total pack-
age. When you take a look at some of
those other kinds of revenue, we can
get revenue from mining lands that are
sold, as the President proposes, but
here we are up against lawmakers,
western lawmakers, who are not insist-
ent, enraged by the fact that somebody
is ripping off the Government. No,
those are not poor welfare people, one
out of every hundred who might be a
hustler, who might be taking advan-
tage of the Government programs.
These are not people using food stamps
who might buy cigarettes for food
stamps instead of buying food. These
are not those kind of people. These are
people who are taking millions of dol-
lars away from the American people
that could go into our revenue coffers.

Let me just read on a minute because
it is a bit sickening, the whole story,
and you can get the flavor of how sick
it is by just reading.

The wimpish way we react, the
wimpish way our policymakers deal

with these outrageous abuses, is
enough to give you a heart attack. It is
outrageous.

Quote from the New York Times arti-
cle:

But Mr. Babbitt, in conveying the Federal
tract in Idaho, said he found making such
deals, quote, ‘‘increasingly distasteful’’, in-
creasingly distasteful, and he called the law,
the law that does this, whose intent origi-
nally was to promote development of the
West, outdated and exploitative, exploita-
tive, exploitative of taxpayers. Mr. Babbitt
found it increasingly distasteful, and he
found the law outdated and exploitative of
taxpayers.

Now I am not criticizing Mr. Babbitt
except I think his language is much too
wimpish.

You know, I am reminded of the
quote from King Lear. King Lear, after
his daughters have betrayed him, said,
‘‘Fool me not to bear it tamely. Touch
me with noble anger.’’

Somebody ought to have some noble
anger when the CIA secretly has $1.5
billion stashed away and nobody knows
about it. Somebody ought to have
noble anger when the CIA can build a
building near the airport and the Sen-
ators and the Members of Congress do
not know about it, and the building
costs $347 million. Somebody ought to
be outraged.

They tremble and they shake when
they talk about welfare people. You
heard them before saying they stand in
line, and they get with their food
stamps better food than the guy behind
them who is working all day. That is
outrageous, and they tremble and they
shake when they say that, but they can
let the white males, educated in many
cases, rich, promulgate a system. Any
lawmaker who is part of promulgating
this system is not dumb. Somewhere
there are benefits that his constituents
are getting in larger amounts if you
want to keep selling the land of the
people of the United States for $2.50 an
acre, and you know billions of dollars
are going to be made.

The 110 acres in Clark County, ID,
are believed to contained an estimated
14 million tons of high-quality traver-
tine, a mineral used to whiten paper. I
am quoting from the New York Times
article again. Last year, quote, ‘‘when
American Barrick Resources, a Cana-
dian mining company, used the law to
buy a mine with $10 billion in gold de-
posits for about $10,000, Mr. Babbitt
called it the biggest gold heist since
the days of Butch Cassidy.’’

Let me read that again. Last year,
when American Barrick Resources, a
Canadian mining company, used the
same law to buy a mine with $10 billion
in gold deposits for about $10,000, Mr.
Babbitt called it the biggest gold heist
since the days of Butch Cassidy.

Mr. Babbitt, I am glad you have such
strong language for it, you know. If
you get $10 billion from the people of
the United States for $10,000, you think
somebody would be on television
screaming about it. They could do
nothing else except tell the American
people about it.
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The President and his campaign said

we want to end welfare as we know it.
Why does somebody not say we want to
end the giveaway of billions of dollars
mostly to foreign companies, but they
have American backers? We want to
stop American lawmakers from perpet-
uating this thievery. Why does some-
body not have the guts to stand up and
be outraged about stealing money
which could provide coverage for thou-
sands of people on Medicaid? For hun-
dreds of nursing home people?

I continue to quote from Babbitt. I
find this process where my hands are
tied by a law signed by Ulysses S.
Grant increasingly distasteful. Mr.
Babbitt likes the word ‘‘distasteful.’’
Again I am not criticizing Mr. Babbitt.
At least he is talking about it. Where
have the other Secretaries of Interior
been? Where have the lawmakers in
this House been? Why does not any-
body talk about this? Why does any-
body not expose it? Why is it the Amer-
ican people do not know that they are
walking away with billions of dollars
in minerals that belong to you?

b 2000

He said that, ‘‘While Congress is cut-
ting programs across his department,’’
Mr. Babbitt is upset about his depart-
ment being cut, as he should be, the In-
terior Department, he said, ‘‘While
Congress is cutting programs across
my department, the government is los-
ing $100 million a year from royalties
from hardrock mining.’’ One hundred
million a year in royalties for hardrock
mining. How many school lunches
could you buy with $100 million a year?
How many prescriptions for Medicaid
recipients can you fill for $100 million a
year?

I quote again from the article: ‘‘The
bill to overhaul mining laws would re-
quire a 2 percent royalty on net profits
on minerals taken under the 1872 law.
Other proposals before the Congress
would require companies to pay fair
market value for the surface land, but
nothing for the minerals.’’ In other
words, as we sit here today, as we talk
today, there are Members of Congress
in the Senate and in the House of Rep-
resentatives who are protecting the
thievery that is going on right before
our very eyes. This is a Federal pro-
gram that should have radical reform,
radical change, but nobody is moving
because white, rich, well-educated
males benefit from it. They protect
themselves.

I talked before about the end of enti-
tlement for Medicaid. I said, ‘‘The end
of entitlement for Medicaid is on the
table.’’ It is not here yet. Medicaid is a
patient in the emergency room, on the
operating table. Medicaid is about to
be butchered. Aid to Families With De-
pendent Children is on its way to the
morgue. They have cut the entitle-
ments already. What would Franklin
Roosevelt say? I am sure that the spir-
it of Franklin Roosevelt is quite angry
and quite agitated tonight. Over the
last few months, I am sure that spirit

has been quite angry and agitated at
the wholesale destruction of the pro-
grams which he began to put in place.

Franklin Roosevelt was the architect
of the Social Security Act, which cre-
ated Social Security, and later Lyndon
Johnson used Social Security to go on
to create Medicare and Medicaid. They
are all related. I am sure Franklin Roo-
sevelt, having created entitlements for
the poor, he also created farm subsidies
for poor farmers. Farm subsidies for
poor farmers now have become farm
subsidies for rich farming businesses,
agricultural businesses, so I am sure
the spirit of Franklin Roosevelt is a
little upset about that.

As he looks at the end of entitle-
ments for people who are poor and need
public assistance, for children, mostly,
Aid to Families With Dependent Chil-
dren is just that. If you do not have
poor children, you do not qualify. We
are ending Aid to Families With De-
pendent Children, the entitlement.

On the other hand, Franklin Roo-
sevelt and the New Deal, the Con-
gresses that surrounded him, were also
the architects of the savings and loans
program. They were the architects of
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora-
tion for banks and for savings and loan
agencies. I wonder what the spirit of
Franklin Roosevelt is doing as it be-
holds the kind of abuse that took place
in the savings and loan program, the
kinds of abuses that have taken place
in big banks of the program that he
started; because when Franklin Roo-
sevelt stabilized the economy and the
banking industry by creating the Fed-
eral Deposit Insurance Corporation, he
brought into the equation every Amer-
ican taxpayer. The taxpayers stand be-
hind the banks. Every American can
put their money in the bank, knowing
that up to a certain amount of money,
it is insured, backed up by our great
Federal Government.

Franklin Roosevelt started out with
I think it was $10,000, which was a lot
of money at that time, and he probably
never dreamed that the abuse, both of-
ficial abuse and unofficial abuse, would
lead to a situation where we would
raise the amount from $10,000 per per-
son per bank to $100,000 per person per
bank. So you can abuse it by going to
a lot of different banks and getting in-
surance.

It was not ordinary Americans who
abused it. People who put their depos-
its into savings and loan associations
did not abuse the loan. People who put
their deposits in the banks which later
on failed, they failed and we covered up
the failure. Several big banks have
failed in this country and we have cov-
ered it up and bailed them out with the
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
funds. The savings and loan debacle,
which is the greatest swindle in the
history of mankind, there are no other
swindles as great as the savings and
loan swindle, that could not be covered
up. It was a federally assisted program.

Did we get rid of savings and loan as-
sociations? Have we put them out of

business? Have we been as radical in
dealing with the savings and loan situ-
ation as we were with the reform of
welfare? No, we have not. How many
people were put in jail for their abuse,
often outright stealing of large sums of
money that then had to be replaced by
the Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora-
tion? How many people have been put
in jail? Relatively few, because most of
them are white, middle-class, well-edu-
cated, and sometimes very wealthy
males. they are not treated the same
way as poor people, many of whom are
Latinos and blacks, and most of all,
poor. They are not treated the same
way. If they were, then the savings and
loans, the whole program would have
had radical changes. Large numbers of
people would have been put in jail.
Large numbers of people would have
been taken out of the banking indus-
try.

There was collusion all over the place
among well-educated, wealthy people
in high places, in many cases: account-
ing firms who turned their heads away
while all kinds of tricks were played
with the books; lawyers who found a
way to make everything that was done,
no matter how terrible it was, legal.

In the State of Texas they had a situ-
ation where it was not the Federal
Government regulating the savings and
loan association, but the State of
Texas. The State of Texas has the
power to regulate the savings and loan
associations in Texas, but the Federal
Government, all of the taxpayers of
America, stood behind their savings
and loan associations, just as they
stood behind those in New York or any
other part of the country. Why do I say
that? Because in Texas you had the
largest number of savings and loan as-
sociations failing, the largest amount
of money was lost in Texas, where the
State had the power to oversee the
banks. But the Federal Government,
the taxpayers, stood behind the banks
with the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation dollars, so they made a
killing in Texas. Not only did they
oversee the situation and let it get out
of hand any way they wanted to, they
made millionaires, they made billion-
aires, most of whom have never gone to
jail.

Then when it all collapsed, we set up
the Resolution Trust Corporation.
That was the device we set up. We did
not take away the entitlement, we did
not wipe out the Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation. We did not do any-
thing as radical as what we are doing
to poor people on welfare. No, we set up
a Resolution Trust Corporation, a very
complicated animal, and most of the
offices of the Resolution Trust Cor-
poration, the greatest percentage of
the offices of the Resolution Trust Cor-
poration, had to be based in Texas.
That is where the greatest problem
was.

California was next, and they spread
it around. Denver had its Silverado
Bank, the famous bank. The son of the
President of the United States sat on
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the board of the Denver Silverado
Bank. It was spread around, but Texas
had the greatest concentration. After
they had regulated their own banks to
make rich those they wanted to make
rich, they they got the benefit of hav-
ing a large Government agency locate
there and spend money there and hire
people there. Many people who were
hired in the Resolution Trust Corpora-
tion had formerly worked in some of
the banks that had gone, that failed,
some of the savings and loan associa-
tions that had failed, so they got a jobs
program as a result of swindling the
American people out of a large part of
that $250 billion to $300 billion.

This is happening in America. This
happened recently in America, the
largest swindle probably in the history
of mankind, right before our eyes, and
we reacted by coddling and taking care
of those who were guilty.

Let me be more specific about guilt.
You be the judge. The Silverado Bank
in Colorado, in Denver, CO, the
Silverado Bank made a deal with a per-
son who came for a loan. One of the
people who came for a loan wanted to
buy a building. The building was as-
sessed to be worth $13 million, $13 mil-
lion. The bank said, ‘‘Look, we will ac-
cept an assessment of twice that much
for the building, $26 million, if you will
deposit in our bank the extra $13 mil-
lion, so we will give you a loan of $26
million for a building worth $13 million
on the condition you will deposit that
$13 million back in the bank, because
we know the auditors are coming and
we have problems.’’

If that is not a criminal action, I do
not know what is a criminal action,
but that was done by the Silverado
Bank. That is just one of the things
they did. They lost almost $2 billion.
They are not the largest offender. We
all know Mr. Keating in California was
the largest offender, but Silverado lost
more than $1 billion, and on the board
of Silverado was the son of George
Bush, Neal Bush. This kind of trans-
action took place, and later on as they
sorted it out a recommendation was
made that Neal Bush should be barred
from sitting on any boards of any other
banks. He protested vehemently.

Later on, I think secretly, out of the
eye of the cameras, he even was made
to pay some kind of fine, along with
the other board members who had been
a part of that situation. But nobody
has said he should be put in jail or any
other board members of Silverado
should be put in jail. Two hundred fifty
billion dollars, at least, and there are
some estimates that it is twice that
amount. You cannot get decent figures
because the white males, the educated
white males, the wealthy, educated
white males who run the banking sys-
tem and the accounting system and the
lawyer system related to it, they make
it so complicated you cannot get clear
figures as of right now as to what the
savings and loan swindle has cost the
American people.

This is a Government program:
wasteful, blundering, billions of dollars
down the drain. Nobody has ever said,
‘‘Let us get rid of all savings and loans,
let us get rid of the Federal Deposit In-
surance Corporation.’’ No, we have
found a way to take care of the needs
of the white middle-class wealthy who
are involved in the abuse that have
wrecked the savings and loan associa-
tions.

This is strong language, I know, but
the barbarians do not hesitate to drive
their spears through the bellies of ba-
bies. The barbarians have no shame.
The barbarians come to the floor of the
House and they talk about the need to
streamline Government and the need
to have a balanced budget by the year
2002. But the barbarians come to the
floor of the House and they will not cut
the B–2 bomber, which might cost us
$33 billion over the lifetime of the pro-
gram. The barbarians with a straight
face said, ‘‘We must continue the B–2
bomber.’’ They fight hard on the floor
and they win the votes to keep the B–
2 bombers. The barbarians want to in-
crease the funding for star wars, a sys-
tem that has always been questioned
by scientists.

The barbarians come to us and say
that they want to give a tax cut, and I
am all in favor of a tax cut, but if the
tax cut is close to the same amount as
the Medicare cut, the tax cut is, I
think, $240 billion over a 7-year period,
and the Medicare cut is $270 billion
over a 7-year period; $240 billion for the
tax cut, $270 billion for the Medicare
cut. The barbarians look at us with
straight faces and say, ‘‘We must have
a tax cut. If that means that the elder-
ly cannot have nursing homes, then so
be it. If that means that prescriptions
are going to be limited because people
cannot afford to pay for their prescrip-
tions, and of course when they cannot
get their medication many will die, so
be it.’’

The barbarians are not afraid to
make their case forcefully. The barbar-
ians want to end Davis-Bacon, which
was created to stop bringing in slave
labor. It was created by two Repub-
licans to stop people from bringing in
slave labor and undercutting the wages
of working people. We are going to
have to have some other kind of Davis-
Bacon to stop the nations like India
from bringing in computer program-
mers who work for one-twelfth the
amount of money computer program-
mers who are Americans work for. We
are going to have to have some kind of
Davis-Bacon to stop the Russian physi-
cians and technicians who are working
here for the minimum wage. They can
come here and undercut American
physicists.

We are in a situation where the civ-
ilization, the society, must take some
steps to do what is rational to make
for an orderly transition, where people
are able to earn a living and not dis-
rupt things by allowing hustlers to
take advantage of the situation by
bringing in outsiders who can undercut

the labor market. The labor market
that we may be protecting tomorrow
may be our physicists and our chemists
and our college professors. We had bet-
ter take a look at the logic of Davis-
Bacon, the invention of two Republican
Members of Congress.

The barbarians refuse to look at this
chart, which I will have in the future
when I speak, I will have a larger ver-
sion of it. This is the chart I have been
talking about on several occasions.

b 2015

This shows corporate versus family
and individual share of Federal reve-
nues. The share of the revenue burden
that is born by corporations went down
from 39.8 percent in 1943 to 11.2 percent
today, while the share of the individual
and family tax burden went up from
27.1 percent to 48.1 percent, and now it
is at 42.7 percent.

This chart is one I bring to every ses-
sion to let my colleagues see the rem-
edy. If my colleagues want to balance
the budget, here is the remedy. Balance
the tax burden, raise the tax burden,
the percentage of the tax burden borne
by corporations. We can lower the per-
centage of the tax burden borne by in-
dividuals at the same time. We can do
justice to the American people and
American families who have paid
enough high taxes. At the same time,
we can balance the budget by having
the corporations, which are making
profits now at a higher level than ever
before, having them pay a greater
share of the burden.

It is a simple solution. We do not
have to cut Medicare, we do not have
to cut Medicaid, we do not have to act
barbaric, in a barbaric way toward
children and the elderly. We should on
a rational basis sit down and take a
look at the next 7 years, or as the
President has projected, the next 10
years; whatever my colleagues want to
do to balance the budget, it is possible
to do it in a rational way.

On the one hand we have to save
money by dealing with all of these
abuses that we allow to go on if white,
rich, educated males are involved, get
rid of those abuses and at the same
time look at the revenue question, the
revenue side and produce the revenue
in a rational way and a less painful
way.

This is income taxes. We can take a
look at the mining, how much more we
may realize by taking a hard look at
the mining situation or other resources
that are presently owned by the Amer-
ican people that are being squandered.
I have talked about the frequencies,
the fact that we have auctioned off cer-
tain frequencies and earned $9 billion
already. We can take a hard look at
that. There may be more.

There are solutions that are not bar-
baric solutions, and I ask the American
people to keep their eyes on activities
in the Congress for the next few weeks.
It is your money, it is your civiliza-
tion. We do not want to be accomplices
to barbaric acts. We want to promote
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the general welfare. We want to take
America forward, out of the spirit of
Franklin Roosevelt and the spirit of
Lyndon Johnson. We want to continue
to have a great society. We want to
take care of the majority of the people
that need to be taken care of. We are
Americans, we are not barbarians.
f

FRENCH NUCLEAR TESTING
The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.

BONN of Oregon). Under the Speaker’s
announced policy of May 12, 1995, the
gentleman from American Somoa [Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA] is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker,
earlier last week I shared with my col-
leagues and the American people some
observations on the crisis that has oc-
curred on the island of Tahiti in
French Polynesia, as a consequence of
French President Jacques Chirac’s re-
cent decision for the Government of
France to resume testing of nuclear
bomb explosions on the Pacific island
atolls of Moruroa and Faugataufa.

Mr. Speaker, despite thousands of pe-
titions and the pleadings from leaders
of countries from Europe, from South
America, from Asia, and especially
from the Pacific island nations, asking
France to refrain from conducting nu-
clear bomb explosions under these Pa-
cific atolls, President Chirac went
ahead and pressed the nuclear button 3
weeks ago, exploding a nuclear bomb
under Moruroa Atoll with a nuclear
punch of 20 kilotons. The nuclear bomb
detonated, Mr. Speaker, was more pow-
erful than the atomic bomb dropped on
the city of Hiroshima, Japan—which,
incidentally, Mr. Speaker, killed some
200,000 men, women and children, from
the direct explosion as well as the sub-
sequent radioactive contamination of
the residents of Hiroshima.

Mr. Speaker, I realize that whenever
a person calls out the word or name,
‘‘Tahiti,’’ immediately many of us
think of paradise—the swaying palm
trees, the lovely Polynesian maidens—
a place where there is much dancing
and singing in the air, amongst the fes-
tive Polynesian Tahitians.

Perhaps, even more vividly, when the
American people think of Tahiti, they
recall visions from the silver screen
classic, ‘‘Mutiny on the Bounty,’’ first
with Clarke Gable and later starring
Marlon Brando.

The fact of the matter, Mr. Speaker,
is that the Pacific islands of Tahiti,
Moorea, Huahine, Raiatea, and Bora
Bora, truly are among the most beau-
tiful volcanic islands in the world. The
world famous writer and author, James
Michener, has described the island of
Bora Bora as the most beautiful in the
world, and I agree with Mr. Michener.

Well, Mr. Speaker, as I stand here in
the well describing the magnificent
beauty of these islands, something very
serious has happened since these is-
lands became a colony of France some
150 years ago. The islands of French

Polynesia were what westerners would
call colonized by France, after some 500
French soldiers with guns and cannons
subdued the Tahitian chiefs and their
warriors in the 1840’s.

Mr. Speaker, after the French were
kicked out of their former colony, Al-
geria, in the early 1960’s the late
Charles de Gaulle immediately ordered
his subordinates to find a new place
where the French Government could
continue its nuclear testing program.
The French Government decided that
the two Pacific atolls of Moruroa and
Faugataufa in French Polynesia would
be the sites for the French nuclear
testing program. The Government of
France has now exploded well over 180
nuclear bombs on the under these two
atolls in the Pacific. The French have
been exploding their nuclear bombs in
the Pacific for the past 30 years.

Mr. Speaker, with the cold war at an
end and the Berlin Wall down, there
has been a tremendous sense of relief
among the leading countries of the
world. As a result, a moratorium was
called by the leading nuclear powers,
including France, 3 years ago to sus-
pend nuclear testing altogether.

Mr. Speaker, in June of this year, the
newly elected President of France
Jacques Chirac, announced that France
would explode eight more nuclear
bombs—one a month, beginning this
month of September until May of next
year. And each nuclear bomb explosion,
Mr. Speaker, shall be up to 10 times
more powerful that the atomic bomb
dropped on Hiroshima, Japan.

Mr. Speaker, despite extensive ef-
forts made by citizens’s organizations
and government leaders, involving pe-
titions and pleadings from all over the
world to persuade President Chirac not
to push that nuclear buttom—the
Chirac government still went ahead
and detonated their nuclear bomb.

Mr. Speaker, President Chirac said
recently through international wire
services that the eight nuclear bomb
explosions were absolutely necessary
to improve France’s nuclear weapons
capabilities and that the matter was in
the order of the highest national inter-
est of the French Government. How-
ever, nuclear physicists contend that
the safety and reliability of nuclear
weapons could be ensured by non-nu-
clear tests and have suggested that
what France is really pursuing with re-
sumed testing is completion of a new
warhead design. This new warhead is
supposedly an advanced generation of
neutron bombs designed to destroy life,
while leaving property intact. Dr. Hut-
ton, a Monash University physicist
told the Weekend Australian that what
France is not telling the public ‘‘is the
kinds of new weapons they are plan-
ning to use those simulation tech-
niques to build.’’ Why do they want
simulation programs? ‘‘So they can go
beyond the thresholds which will be de-
fined in the Comprehensive Text Ban
Treaty,’’ he states.

Mr. Speaker, there are some very se-
rious and troubling issues that now

need our national attention, and the
international attention of other coun-
tries, as well. In my opinion, Mr.
Speaker, France has now initiated the
nuclear arms race again, and I would
nominate Mr. Chirac as the world’s
leading nuclear arms proliferator. Ad-
ditionally, Mr. Chirac’s actions raise
another serious probem—if I were
Chancellor Kohl or any citizen of Ger-
man, I would feel very uneasy and un-
comfortable about the idea that Presi-
dent Chirac has his finger on a nuclear
trigger that he is trying to make more
lethal. I would also wonder as a Ger-
man citizen or as citizens of other Eu-
ropean countries what assurances there
are that French nuclear-armed missiles
shall never be pointed at Bonn, Munich
or Berlin, or other cities in Europe?

If I were Chancellor Kohl or a Ger-
man citizen, I would further wonder
what absolutely ensures that Mr.
Chirac’s nuclear forces would be used
to defend Germany against in enemy
country that might be an ally or a
friend of Chirac’s government. I be-
lieve, Mr. Speaker, we find ourselves in
an interesting dilemma, and I am re-
minded of a Middle Eastern proverb
that states that sometimes the friend
of my friend is also my enemy.

Mr. Speaker, every country in Eu-
rope should feel somewhat uneasy
about the possibility that France is the
only country among the continental
European nations with a nuclear trig-
ger that may be pointed against any
one of them.

Mr. Speaker, this is the kind of ten-
sion and uncertainty that Mr. Chirac
has raised since the re-opening of its
nuclear testing program last week. The
implications are obvious, Mr. Speaker,
and if Mr. Chirac’s motive is to raise
fear and apprehension about France’s
nuclear capabilities among its Euro-
pean allies, I must say, President
Chirac has succeeded in this endeavor.

Mr. Speaker, the irony of this is that
while 62 percent of the people of France
do not approve of nuclear testing in the
Pacific, the same majority of the peo-
ple of France also want France to be
recognized as a world leader and as a
member of the nuclear club like Great
Britain, the United States, Russia, and
the People’s Republic of China.

The problem, Mr. Speaker, is that ab-
sent among the permanent members of
the United Nations Security Council
and the world’s nuclear club are two
nations that are considered as having
the second and third most powerful
economies in the world. Mr. Speaker, I
am making reference to Japan and Ger-
many, respectively.

Mr. Speaker, if there is ever a time
to examine regional and international
conflicts as we confront them today,
there is no way that we can deny the
presence and considerable influence of
Japan in the Asia-Pacific region and
Germany throughout Europe, and cer-
tainly both nations to be directly in-
volved with the affairs of the entire
world.
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